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As we approach the 2015 date by which the Millenium Development Goals (MDGs) are
to be achieved, there is increasing scrutiny as to the progress towards their achievement.
The MDGs were intended to be global targets and not necessarily to be assessed at the
country level. In other words, countries were to contribute to the global targets but not
be held to account against them, as they were originally conceived. In practice though,
countries are assessed against the global MDG targets. It is appropriate that continuing
interest be paid to the achievement of the MDGs, however it is also necessary that the
global community now start to turn its attention to what framework for addressing the
world’s development needs beyond the MDG timeframe following 2015. The ‘poverty
landscape’ has changed significantly in the last decade – partly as a result of the
international community’s focus on the MDGs – and so it is necessary that a new
approach to poverty alleviation reflect this changed reality. This paper introduces a
range of papers presented at an international conference on the MDGs that critically
analyse the current MDGs and pose questions as to how should we follow the MDGs
beyond 2015.
Keywords: Millenium Development Goals; post-2015; Asia; Pacific
JEL classification: O19
1. Introduction
In September 2000, nearly 200 world leaders signed the Millennium Declaration, commit-
ting themselves to reducing global poverty in its many forms. The international poverty
compact, known as the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), set out for the first time a
range of development outcomes with associated targets and indicators. While the indicators
associated with the MDGs were powerful statements of intent, it was the timelines associ-
ated with theMDGs which are of particular importance. Based on a baseline of 1990, world
leaders pledged to achieve the MDGs by 2015. With this deadline clearly in view, the likely
achievement of the MDGs is now becoming increasingly scrutinized. Further, discussions
concerning what should occur post-2015 are now beginning. This special edition of JAPE
critically considers the MDG framework and approach in order to both assess its likely
success and to also address the global poverty agenda beyond 2015.
The MDGs address a number of dimensions of human well-being, including: (1) erad-
icating extreme income poverty and hunger; (2) achieving universal primary education;
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(3) promoting gender equality; (4) reducing child mortality; (5) improving maternal health;
(6) combating HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases; (7) ensuring environmental sustain-
ability and (8) developing a global partnership for development. In addition to these eight
goals, there are 18 targets and 48 indicators which are based upon global trends over the
previous decades as well as from a number of international conferences during the 1990s.
The MDGs are not the first set of development targets, although they are more comprehen-
sive than previous targets and have received unprecedented support from around the world.
They have clarified the objectives of development policy and provided a strong case for ad-
ditional funding from the international community during an era of aid fatigue. Moreover,
by committing to the MDGs, international donors and developing country governments
have made themselves more accountable to taxpayers and voters. The achievement of the
MDGs requires considerable effort and commitment from both developed and developing
countries alike.
The remainder of this introductory article is structured as follows. Section 2 examines
the progress that the Asia-Pacific region has made towards the achievement of the MDGs.
Section 3 examines some of the critiques and concerns over the current MDG framework.
Section 5 discusses some of the ideas and proposals for a new compact after 2015 and
Section 6 summarizes the papers contained in this special issue. Finally, Section 6 concludes.
2. Progress towards MDG achievement in the Asia and Pacific region
As we approach the 2015 date by which the MDGs are to be achieved, there is increasing
scrutiny as to the progress towards their achievement (see UNSG 2010). The most recent
joint review of progress towards the achievement of the MDGs within the Asia and Pacific
region undertaken by ESCAP et al. (2011) identifies a new set of priorities to ensure greater
success over the final years. According to this report, poverty reduction within the Asia
and Pacific region has been a great success. ‘Between 1990 and 2008, countries in Asia
and the Pacific reduced the number of people living on less than US$1.25 a day from 1.5
billion to 947 million’ (pp. 4). During this period, the population of the region increased by
800million, making this reduction in poverty evenmore impressive. Of course, on a country
by country level, China and India have largely driven this fall in the number of people living
in poverty. That said, the region as a whole has now achieved the headline Goal of reducing
the proportion of people living in poverty by half.
During the Global Economic Crisis (GEC), it appeared that many gains made in poverty
reduction would be reversed. While comprehensive data on the impact of the GEC are
not available, it does appear that its impact has been minimal across the Asia and Pa-
cific region. Four reasons have been suggested for this finding: (1) the cause of the GEC
was external to developing countries and not as a result of their own failed financial
institutions; (2) their financial institutions have strengthened considerably over the past
15 years; (3) many developing countries were able to maintain social safety nets during the
crisis and (4) while global trade contracted, protectionism was not widely invoked (Oxford
Analytica 2010). ESCAP (2010a, 2010b) estimates that the GEC will result in 35 million
more people living in extreme poverty thanwould have been the case in its absence. This rep-
resents less than four percent of those that currently live on less thanUS$1.25 per day.While
small, the consequences for those individuals and families involved are harsh and the crisis
will result in nearly a million more children within the region experiencing malnutrition.
Notwithstanding theGEC, sustained economic growth has driven this poverty reduction.
Economic growth has also driven improvements across a range of other MDGs, including
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improvements in gender disparities across all levels of education, slowing HIV prevalence,
halting the spread of TB and improving access to safe drinking water. However, progress
towards other MDGs across the Asia and Pacific region is not even. ‘It has been slow, for
example, in reducing the extent of hunger, in ensuring that girls and boys reach the last
grade of primary school, in reducing child mortality, in improving maternal health (and) in
providing basic sanitation (ESCAP et al. 2011, p. 4). This uneven achievement is reflected
even more starkly at the country (rather than regional) level. The unevenness within the
Asia and Pacific region is reflected across the world with other regions also having within
them, countries having made far greater progress than others (see UNSG 2010).
As has been noted elsewhere (Vandemoortele 2009), the MDGs were intended to be
global targets and not necessarily to be assessed at the country level. In other words,
countries were to contribute to the global targets but not be held to account against them,
as they were originally conceived. In practice though, countries are assessed against the
global MDG targets. For example, the recent ESCAP et al. (2011) report provides a table
of all Asia and Pacific countries and scores them as ‘early achievers’, ‘on-track’, ‘slow’ or
‘regressing/no progress’. Even though this may be inappropriate (Feeny and Clarke 2009),
if it is undertaken in conjunction with country-specific context analysis, it does provide an
opportunity to explore which countries may require additional support or which countries
may provide models of success that may be replicated elsewhere. In this manner, Lao
PDR can be seen as ‘lagging behind’ its South-East Asia neighbours, while Sri Lanka is
‘outperforming’ its South Asia neighbours. Within the Pacific, despite the paucity of data
skews analysis, it does appear that Fiji and the smaller countries of Kiribati, Niue, Palau
and Tonga are having greater success than Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands.
The joint ESCAP et al. (2011) report describes seven drivers for achieving the MDGs
across the region in the last remaining years.1 These seven drivers are presented as oppor-
tunities that will enhance and enable an environment for the MDGs to be achieved. The
seven drivers are:
1. Strengthening growth by stimulating domestic demand and intra-regional trade. This
involves locating new intra-regional markets for their goods as well as increasing
their own domestic markets;
2. Making economic growth more inclusive and sustainable so that growth continues
to positively affect the poor but also not enhance environmental degradation;
3. Strengthening social protection requires government protection for thosemost needy
and assist in breaking gendered and intergenerational poverty;
4. Reducing persistent gender gaps. Investment in women and girls has a multiplier
affect across a range of economic and social sectors;
5. Ensuring financial inclusion will allow greater access to financial services and thus
opportunities to become economically active;
6. Supporting least developed and structurally disadvantaged countries must continue
by donors (both established and emerging, such as China, India and Saudi Arabia);
and
7. Exploiting the potential of regional economic integration to ensure that these coun-
tries are more resilient to future economic shocks.
While valuable and no doubt essential to improving the well-being within these coun-
tries, it is unlikely that these seven drivers can be fully implemented and made operational
within the few remaining years left of the current MDG framework. Many of these drivers
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require substantial investment in infrastructure or development of new multilateral agree-
ments – both of which take considerable time and resources. It is therefore unlikely that
these seven drivers will come into effect and dramatically affect the current trajectory upon
which the countries of the Asia and Pacific region currently lie with regards to achievement
of the MDGs by 2015.
Looking beyond the current MDGs though, there is value in considering the lessons
learned within the Asia and Pacific region and how these seven drivers can be incorporated
into the planning of what will follow the current MDG framework after 2015.
3. Continuing concerns about the current MDGs
There have of course been concerns since their inception that the MDGs will be unachiev-
able. Radelet (2004) outlines three reasons why the MDG targets might be unattainable in
some countries. The first is that they could be technically unattainable – even if resources
are adequate and the domestic environment is favourable, reaching the very high growth
rates necessary to reduce poverty, for example is simply not possible. Achieving the MDGs
would imply a rate of progress in many countries which has not been experienced by many
successful industrialized countries. Clemens et al. (2007) refers to World Bank studies that
show how African countries will have to experience economic growth rates in excess of
7 per cent over 15 years to halve poverty but that the average rate of growth for African
countries has been just 2.4 per cent for the past 15 years (with nearly half of them experi-
encing negative per capita growth during this time). While improved and higher levels of
aid can positively affect economic growth levels, aid is clearly not sufficient to achieve the
growth rates required to achieve the headline MDG. Similar arguments apply to the health
and education goals since improvements in indicators usually occurs only slowly through
time and are only tenuously linked to higher levels of financial resources.
Secondly, they could be fiscally unattainable, where a country has inadequate financial
resources to reach them. Thirdly, MDGs could also be unattainable because of other con-
straints such as trade policies, a lack of institutional capacity or due to cultural values and
norms (such as a tradition of keeping girls at home rather than sending them to school).
However, the view that the MDGs are achievable has also been given with rigour. The
United Nations Millennium Project Report (UN, 2006) clearly argues that the MDGs can
be achieved albeit with great effort from developing country governments and the interna-
tional community. The report argues that ‘the starting assumption should be that they are
feasible unless technically proven otherwise’ (p. 55). Vandemoortele (2006) also argues
that the MDGs remain feasible and affordable.
The question of the feasibility (or otherwise) of the Goals has been unfortunately
entangled, as discussed above,with the expectation that allMDG targets apply equally across
countries. The common approach of assessing individual country achievement towards the
MDGs against global targets is an unfortunate practice that is resulting in misleading
analysis of MDG successes and failures leading up to 2015. The view that global targets
apply to all countries in a uniform manner is simply not the case – yet this view is widely
held, including by the United Nations agencies. The UNSG (2010) finds that: ‘progress
has been uneven and, without additional efforts, several of the Millennium Development
Goals are likely to be missed in many countries’ (UNSG 2010, paragraph 9). Assessing the
MDGs at the global level might appear to make some sense as many of the initial targets
were themselves based on historical global trends in reductions in child mortality, literacy
improvements, reductions in poverty, etc. However, these were global trends and were
not identical across all countries. Therefore, assessing countries against global targets is
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unfair as countries have different development starting points, different economies, different
capacities, different geography and different problems. As such, it is not possible that all
countries will be able to work towards the MDG targets in the uniform manner that global
assessment requires (see Vandemoortele 2009).
The international community must remember the original intent of the MDGs, which
was to allow individual countries to determine how they would nationally contribute to the
achievement of global targets – not that they would themselves necessarily achieve these
targets. ‘The perception is widespread that unless all countries achieve the same global
Targets, the world will not meet them. This view is incorrect. The MDGs are to be achieved
collectively, not necessarily individually’ (Vandermoortele and Delamonica 2010, p. 61).
This ability to ‘nationalise’ or tailor the MDGs is important for a number of reasons. If, for
example, countries are assessed to have not achieved the global targets, there is a strong
possibility that they might receive disproportionate blame for this failure. This could have
a number of consequences for post-2015 relationships between wealthy and poorer nations.
For example, it might give rise to:
• Opportunities for donors to reduce future support for specific countries
• Opportunities for donors to reduce future support generally
• Reductions in public support around ‘development’:
1. Debt relief
2. Humanitarian emergencies
3. NGOs
• Reduction in pressure to reform international trade
• Reduction in pressure to negotiate the next international climate change protocol in
a manner that favours poorer nations
It is necessary therefore, that with the time remaining for the MDG achievement in
2015, the international community make explicit their support for individual nations to
tailor MDGs to suit their specific circumstances and that these tailored MDGs, be seen as
contributing to the global targets.
Central to the successful achievement of theMDGs will be the international community
working in a concerted effort. This is recognized by the eighth MDG of developing a global
partnership for development. Developed countries have obligations to increase the level
and quality of their foreign assistance, provide greater access to their domestic markets and
reduce the debt burden of their development partners. At the same time, responsibility for
achieving the MDGs rests largely with the governments of developing countries and they
must strengthen their commitment to poverty reduction. The governments of developing
countries must therefore work to combat corruption and improve governance, undertake
important policy reforms and ensure that additional funds are used effectively if the goals
are to be achieved by 2015.
As the international community’s first time-bound commitment to improving the lives
of the world’s poor is nearing its end point, the MDGs should be critically assessed to
ensure appropriate lessons are learned for any future international compact on poverty.
Clearly, there is little doubt that the MDGs have enhanced well-being for many millions of
people across the world. Global (income) poverty levels have been reduced significantly. It
is important to note however, that the majority of this improvement occurred in China and
India. There has also been a substantial increase in awareness and interest in poverty within
developed countries. The globalMake Poverty History campaign resulted in significant civil
action and activism within wealthy countries with citizens demanding debt forgiveness and
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fair trade. Poverty alleviation (for a time) became an international issue, headlining the
agenda at the 2005 G8 meeting in Gleneagles, Scotland and being the central focus of
a global televised event (Live 8) that same month.2 While on-going attention on poverty
alleviation has waned over recent years, international Official Development Assistance
(ODA) has increased over the past decade in line with the public interest in assisting the
world’s poor. Certainly, there is little doubt the MDGs have raised attention of poverty in
wealthy countries to levels not seen since perhaps the Ethiopian famines in the mid-1980s.
So in this sense, both for those experiencing poverty and those with resources to address
this poverty, the MDGs have been a focal point resulting in action and improved outcomes
and should therefore be perceived as a success.
4. Beyond 2015: a new global compact on international poverty?
Chandy and Gertz (2011) suggest that the last decade has seen substantial reduction in
the number of people living in absolute poverty resulting in the ‘early’ achievement of the
first MDG. According to this data, the number of people living in poverty fell from over
1.3 billion in 2005 to under 900 million in 2010, with an expectation that this number will
further reduce to be less than 600 million by 2015. As Chandy and Gertz note, ‘poverty
reduction of this magnitude is unparalleled in history (p. 3). If this was to occur, Jeffrey
Sachs’s (2005) call for the world to end poverty completely within the next two decades
could be realized. However, the landscape of this poverty has also shifted markedly over the
past decade. Consequently, the international community must be prepared to act differently
beyond 2015 to address poverty and frame differently the post-MDG compact on poverty
alleviation.
In this new landscape, the world’s poorest people are largely not confined to the world’s
poorest countries. Sumner (2010) finds that the economic growth that has propelled the
achievement of the poverty-focused MDGs and lifted millions of people from lives charac-
terized by premature death, preventable illnesses, limited access to clean water and sanita-
tion, economic insecurity and often illiteracy has also resulted in certain many previously
classified low-income countries graduating to middle-income countries. Internal inequality
conflated with the large populations of many of these countries though, means that there
remain many hundreds of millions of people living in poverty within middle-income coun-
tries. According to Sumner (2010), whereas in 1990 (the benchmark year for the MDGs)
over 90% of the world’s poor lived in low-income countries, this has now fallen to just
one-quarter. As such, three-quarters of the world’s poor presently live in middle-income
countries. While much of this ‘relocation’ can be attributed to the improving affluence of
China and India, they do not fully account for this shift. Even when excluding China and
India, the percentage of the world’s poor in middle-income countries has increased from
seven percent to 22%. Designing a new international poverty alleviation compact to replace
the MDGs after 2015 will therefore require a radical shift in emphasis and focus.
The international community (high-, middle- and low-income countries alike) will have
to re-orient global efforts to target the current bottom billion away from predominately low-
income countries to the poor within other countries, regardless of those countries average
income. This emphasis on the poor where they are is in contrast to Collier’s (2007) wider in-
terest in the bottombillion in theworld’s poorest 60 countries. Continuing internal inequality
within increasingly affluent countries must demand a more nuanced approach to identifying
the world’s poor and instigating interventions to target their particular circumstances.
Sumner (2010) suggests that given this new poverty landscape and relocation of the
world’s poor to (largely) stable middle-income countries, ‘poverty is increasingly turning
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from an international to a national distribution problem, and that governance and domestic
taxation and redistribution policies become of more importance than ODA’ (p. 20). This
would involve a departure from the principles that underpin the current MDGs. The final
MDG focuses on a global partnership for development. Three of the four targets associated
with this Goal do highlight countries that may no longer necessarily be home to the majority
of the world’s poor, including least developed countries, landlocked and small island states
and heavily indebted countries. Within the new poverty landscape, these countries and
issues become less important. Approaches that address poverty of the poor where they
are must move towards engaging more purposely with issues associated with internal
inequality and resource distribution. The role therefore of traditional donors must therefore
be re-considered (see Severino and Ray 2009, Evans 2010). Arguably, ODA will have a
limited role in addressing these domestic issues.
The effect of this on any future global compact on poverty alleviation remains unclear.
There will need to be an explicit statement that the new framework will not be global,
nor even country-specific – but rather focus on the poor, where they are. As the new
landscape of poverty heavily features middle-income countries, this means a much great
importance given to addressing internal inequality and resource redistribution. Many of the
MDG targets relate to averages that can mask inequality in development across and within
countries. While China and India are likely to achieve the goal of halving poverty in the
near future, income poverty for many in these countries is not improving. Vandemoortele
(2006) argues that a good assessment of progress towards the MDGs must go beyond
aggregates and averages. Within countries, progress towards the MDGs is likely to be very
different for people of different gender and ethnic and social backgrounds. For example,
a reduction in child mortality does not necessarily mean that child mortality has been
reduced for certain disadvantaged groups. Reducing inequality between different groups
within countries should be a priority for policy-makers in striving to achieve the MDGs
and will remain a significant development challenge after 2015.
Further, in countries with great domestic resources, there needs to be a greater focus on
the quality of interventions provided, rather than simply the quantity. For example, targets
addressing education and health, must be assessed in terms of the quality of education and
health provided rather than on simple provision of services. The focus on the provision of
activities without any analysis of the quality of outcomes must be addressed in any new
compact. Although enrolments in schools and access to health care might be improving,
the quality of education and health care might actually be deteriorating. It is therefore
important that donors and developing country governments move beyond the MDG targets
and ensure, for example, that children receive a valuable, relevant education with access to
textbooks, classrooms and teaching resources once they are enrolled at school (Feeny and
Clarke 2009).
5. Contents of this special edition
Papers contained within this special edition of JAPE were earlier presented at a conference
titled ‘Meeting the Millennium Development Goals: Old Problems, New Challenges”, held
in late 2009. This conference was convened by the Australian Council for International
Development (ACFID) – Universities Linkage Network. The purpose of this network is
to facilitate closer links between development practitioners and development academics.
The goal of the conference was look at what needs to be done to ensure we do not lose
momentum as we near the MDG deadline. The key concepts of learning, innovation and
partnerships shape the conference; new ideas, success stories, challenges and solutions
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were shared. An important feature of the conference was that it brought together a wide
range of stakeholders, such as community representatives, academics, professionals from
inside and outside the traditional development field, the corporate sector and indeed many
others who may ordinarily not think of themselves as concerned with development to make
change happen.
JanVandermoortele’s paper starts by questioning the possibility as towhether theMDGs
will be achieved. With just a few years left before the 2015 deadline occurs, only around a
third of global targets have been reached. This leaves a significant amount of improvement
that is required in a very short period of time. Vandermoortele thus rhetorically asks whether
the MDGs should now be reinterpreted as being aspirational in nature rather than being
specific goals. He argues though that this approach would be inappropriate. Suggesting that
theMDGswere impossible tomeet would reduce the responsibility of the global community
in improving the lives of the world’s poorest and most vulnerable. Subsequently, this would
reduce the pressure to act favourably. Rather, Vandermoortele notes that in the time left
before 2015, efforts must now centre on addressing inequality within countries. Seven
out of eight Asian countries for which reliable MDG data exists, have seen increasing
disparity. Vandermooretele argues that energies and resources focused on redressing this
inequity would result in spectacular outcomes. In this way, Vandermoortele supports a
reinterpretation of the MDGs – not one though that sees them as aspirational, but rather
one that sees the need to shift the focus to seeking achievement through addressing internal
inequality.
GerhardHoffstaedter and Chris Roche focus on recent criticisms of aid, with a particular
focus on issues of accountability. Contrasting experiences of Melanesia with that of Africa
(on which more literature exists on this issue), Hoffstaedter and Roche describe some
of the assumptions upon which responses to this criticism of aid is based. Concerns of
accountability can, according to this paper, be described with reference to ‘theatre’ and
‘performance’. Within this analysis, aid agencies and local organisations each assume
particular roles and operate ‘behind the scenes’ in ways that hinder full accountability being
achieved. The roles these actors assume make it quite difficult to shift current practice and
enhance accountability. In light of this, Hoffstaedter and Roche propose an alternative way
for aid agencies and local organizations to operate that may enhance accountability being
achieved. This alternative approach is based on different assumptions about states, civil
society, citizenship and the interaction, roles and responsibilities of these different parties.
In her article, Tanya Jakimow argues that the overwhelming literature addressing the
MDGs does so through the lens of either policy-makers or development practitioners. In
doing so, the ‘targets’ of the MDGs are largely ignored without a voice. Jakimow’s pa-
per seeks to redress this imbalance by considering in detail the experiences of a local
non-governmental organization in Northern India. Focusing on a village meeting, Jakimow
explores how policies set at the central and state levels to achieve the MDGs are commu-
nicated at the local level. Jakimow shows that the actions of the local NGO in trying to
facilitate the implementation of these national policies actually disempowers local commu-
nity members and co-opts them into being agents of the government rather than having their
own agency. The consequence of this is that responsibility of the achievement of the MDGs
is therefore passed to the poorest in society who are least able to assume such obligations.
Tom Davis’s article considers the differing perspectives from which much of the litera-
ture on the MDGs is divided. He argues that there are four basic themes in which analysis
can be identified. The first theme looks at theMDGs and political and economic shocks. The
second theme looks at more long-term constraints that will limit the possibility of achieving
theMDGs by 2015. Such longer term constraints may include poor governance, corruption,
trade barriers and limited ODA. The third theme includes criticism of the MDGs with an
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emphasis on their shortcomings in terms of what is excluded. The fourth theme, includes
studies that provide a stronger criticism of the very basis of the MDGs. Rather than looking
to achieve improved human well-being outcomes based on goals and targets, this work calls
for the need for more structural change. This article by Davis falls into this fourth category.
Davis questions whether the needs of donors themselves had a greater influence over the
setting of the MDGs than the needs of the world’s poor. If this is as Davis argues, then
priorities have been inappropriately inverted and the MDGs must be reconsidered in their
entirety.
A country case study is used by Anthony Ware to explore the relevance of the MDGs
to all countries. Myanmar is a poor country with very large development needs and it is
therefore reasonable on first analysis to assume the achievement of the MDGs in these
circumstances would be of great importance. Certainly, Myanmar’s performance across the
sectors addressed by the MDGs is poor (notwithstanding the paucity of reliable data for
Myanmar). A partial explanation of this poor performance is the low level of international
aid provided to Myanmar as a result of international sanctions against its regime. As Ware
notes, per capita aid flows to Myanmar are the lowest of all 50 least development nations.
This low level of international engagement thus raises the question of the relevance of the
MDGs to countries that have been excluded from opportunities of international assistance.
Ware then argues that should the MDGs not be achieved in Myanmar (which is entirely
likely), then there is a strong likelihood of negative consequences for any future development
interventions beyond 2015. This paper does not apologize for the regime in Myanmar but
it does insist that the international community seriously consider how the political goals
of isolating Myanmar are impinging upon development goals. Ware then suggests an
alternative approach that the international community could adopt in relation to Myanmar
that would not only increase aid but also require the MDGs to be tailored to the specific
circumstances faced by that country.
As with the previous paper, Anna Scopaz, Liz Eckermann, and Matthew Clarke use a
country case study to investigate in greater detail the process by which one of the MDGs
is sought to be achieved. They consider Goal 5 – (improving maternal health) within Laos.
They argue that while some achievement towards this Goal has been made – in particular in
Xayaboury Province – it is unlikely that the targets to reduce by three quarters the maternal
mortality ratio nor to achieve universal access to reproductive health will be fully achieved.
The reasons for this nation-wide ‘failure’ are then discussed. These include poor health
infrastructure, poor health personnel, high cost of health care, low average age for first
births, low access to health clinics, and decisions as to how international aid is allocated.
The purpose of this paper is to use the example of maternal health in Laos as a lens by
which it is possible to consider how theMDGsmight be reframed beyond 2015. Eckermann,
Scopaz and Clarke argue that rather than focus on outcome targets, such as mortality rates,
greater impact may be achieved by considering specific input indicators. The point made
in this paper is that a more nuanced understanding of the circumstances surrounding each
Goal in different countries is required to ensure greater success in achieving the targets
set. They argue that for the case of maternal health in Laos, a focus on family planning,
the age of the mother giving birth for the first time, access to antenatal care and higher
government expenditure on maternal and child health care would drive more efficiently
changes in maternal mortality.
6. Conclusion
The papers in this special edition critically examine the MDGs from various perspectives.
As a collective, these papers call for a new approach in designing the next international
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
 L
ibr
ary
] a
t 2
3:0
4 1
7 M
ay
 20
12
 
518 M. Clarke and S. Feeny
compact for poverty alleviation that will follow the MDGs in 2015. In turn, these papers
have highlighted aspects of theMDG approach which must be rethought and reconsidered –
particularly since the landscape of those living in poverty has shifted. It is not sufficient to
simply repeat the MDG approach with a new timeline. Rather, what is required is a new
approach that addresses both the theoretical as well as practical shortcomings of theMDGs.
It should be made clear though at this point, that calls for increased discussion around what
should occur beyond 2015, does not mean that efforts to achieve the MDGs before this
date should in any way diminish. Setting a post-2015 agenda is entirely consistent with
continuing efforts to achieve the MDGs in their current form.
It is not yet clear what form the new international poverty protocol should take. Some
argue that the existing MDGs should be adjusted to account for inequality within countries.
The papers in this special edition of JAPE do make it clear that it is not appropriate to
simply ‘roll-over’ the current MDG framework and lengthen the timeline beyond 2015. A
more substantial review is required in which inequality takes an important focus and the
nuances of country-specific circumstances can sit alongside a changing global development
landscape. This reviewwill challenge both developed and developing nations alike, butmust
be successfully undertaken and then implemented to ensure that the work of the MDGs is
not lost.
Notes
1. Similar reports have been prepared that focus on how the MDGs might be achieved globally in
their last remaining years – see UNDP (2010).
2. Terrorist bombings in London on July 7, 2005 quickly shifted international focus and attention
from these two events.
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